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MEMORANDUM FOR: Deputy Director of Central Intelligence 


FROM : F. W. M. Janney 
Director of Personnel 


SUBJECT : Composition of Career Service and Subgroup 
Panels and More Uniform Agency Standards 
for Personnel Management Operations 


l. Action Requested: 


a. At the 13 September 1978 meeting with the Deputy Director 
of Administration on the subject of instituting improvements in the 
Agency's personnel management system, you identified a particular and 
"central issue" concer of the Director on the question of the appropriate 
composition of the membership of the Career Service and Subgroup panels 
and the role of supervisors versus non-supervisors in the panel evaluation 
process. In addition and relative to the panel membership question, you 
_ expressed concern over the need for more specific uniform Agency standards. 

relative to the precepts of panel operations, the criteria used in 
comparative ranking and promotion exercises, the procedures for advising 
employees of their standings, etc. 


b. Pursuant to these discussions you asked that a paper be 
prepared by 27 September 1978 which would address the specific question. 
of the composition and role of reel membership as well as the broader 
consideration of esteblishing more definitive and umiforn standards for 
panel operations and processes zimed at improving the effectiveness of 


we 


personnel management within the Azency at large. 


c. This paper, while addressing the specific subject of the 
panel makeup question as requested, contains a recommendation for your , 
consideration as regards a prorosed methodology to review the-elements: 


of the Agency personnel manzzement system as an integrated totality — 
rather than as a series of sztucies of its separate features. 
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(2) There is usually a Career Service-level board,. 
composed of senior personnel, responsible for the GS-14 and GS-15 group. 
Coverage by the other boards and panels normally depends on the size of. 
the office and the distribution and mix of personnel. Some panels are 
responsible for personnel by grade, some are organized by functional 
specialties, and some have combination coverages. Membershipsin the panels 
vary either by incumbents of designated positions or by individual 
appointment of officers selected for their particular contributions. 

With the exception of the DDO, the Senior Secretarial Panels and the 
Career Service Senior Boards, * panels function on a Subgroup basis. 


(3) All offices (Subgroups) in the Agency are not 

homogeneous in their structure or functional roles and may not be in a 
position to have the same panel compositions. Without more cetailed 
study of the particular situation it is not possible to endorse one 
system (i.e., as regards panel membership) or another as being more 
appropriate or effective. For an example, in the Office of Personnel, 
where over one-third of the careerists serve outside the central Office, 
there is a commonality of professional supervision, but the day-to-day . 
functional supervision is received from the officers of the components 
where assigned. In the larger components, junior officers may be. 
supervised by more senior personnel officers, but this is not always 
true. This same situation prevails - in the DDA Subgroups of Finance, 
Security and Logistics. Selection for membership to an Office of 
Personnel panel is made with the intent of providing balanced repre- 
sentational coverage with supervisory input rather than direct super- 
visory participation. In contrast, the offices of NFAC, where essentially | 
all evaluated personnel serve within the office and supervision of 
employees is by the office line of command, the panels are normally — 
composed of supervisors. 

c. Standardization of Peel Precepts, Criteria Utilized 
in Comparative Evaluaticon/Kenkine/Promotion Processes: 


(1) As previousiy cited earlier in this paper, the 
basic body of Agency “uniform” policies relative to career and persormel 
management was consciously developed by previous Directors to be , 
general in nature and designed — provide the Heads of the Career 
Services with the gud a 16 Flexibility to institute internal 
implementation policies and pre; c2ss25 which they perceive to be best « 
suited to both the manageriei neads of their Directorates and responsive 
to the needs and interests of their assigned personnel. 


oe 
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(2) Implementation policies and practices within a 
Directorate Career Service are essentially uniform but, when viewed 
from an inter-Directorate vantage point, a pattern of varied approaches 
is evident. These differences have a rationale and a supportable basis 
from Directorate management's viewpoint. There is, hawever, a large 
degree of commonality between the Career Services as regards panel 
makeup, precepts, evaluation criteria and methodology. ‘The recent 
new directives relative to the Uniform Promotion System and the estab- 
lishment of formal panels for secretarial and clerical employees will 
certainly enhance and improve management of these groups within the 
Career Services and the Agency at large. : 


(3) Agency-wide evaluation criteria as presently set 
forth by Agency regulation are quite general in nature. Attached (fab D) 
are the specific criteria used in the evaluation of Office of Personnel 
employees, one set for professional and another for clerical. The point 
system involved in this system is particularly conducive to arriving at 
specific rankings in each grade and could well serve as a model. In 
addition to using a uniform set of criteria Agency-wide, it would be 
appropriate for Career Services to have additional criteria, published 
in the Personnel Handbooks, tailored to any unique requirements of the 
particular Service. 


3. Staff Position: 


a. The Composition of Membership of Career Service and 
Subgroup Panels: 


(1) We have assumed that the question of the composition 
of panel membership derives from a concem as to the objectivity and/or 
effectiveness of supervisory personnel, directly or indirectly associated 
with employees evaluated, perfor=ing the evaluation function. The 
extreme altemmative to supervisory membership would be establishing 
panels composed of individuals who are totally disassociated with the 
discipline, profession or a55¢ ~stions of the employees being evaluated. 
Peer evaluation or "combinaticn” zvanels are other alternatives -- bath 
of which have been experimented with by certain Career Services in the 
past. 


- 


(2) There is every indication from day-to-day contact * 
with employees that many are ecncemed about panel evaluations which 
do not include their supervisers or provide for supervisory input. ‘To 
establish a policy whereby panel evaluations would be performed by 
individuals not associated with the pertinent professional discipline 
and its requirements could present a potentially more threatening 
situation than evaluation by the known supervisory level. 
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(3) We are not aware of any organizations that have 
evaluation systems that eliminate individuals with background or experience 
with the matter at hand. The panel system at the State Department for the 
evaluation of FSO's has a membership which is representative of the "cone" 
. being reviewed. A review of the literature on performance evaluation 
strongly recommends that the supervisor is an essential participant in 
any appraisal system. Louis Allen in his book "Professional Management” 
says, "A manager must carry out this responsibility (e.g., perfomance . 
appraisal) himself; it cannot be easily delegated." Other experts also 
conclude that it must not be delegated. In developing background material 
for the Performance Evaluation Task Force study earlier this year, the 
Office of Personnel had the opportunity to review over 100 governmental 
and corporate performance appraisal systems. In all such group evaluation 
systems, the supervisory echelon Was included in panel membership. 


(4) Supervisory membership directly associated with the 
professional discipline of the employees to be evaluated is strongly 
indicated because of their awareness of the nuances of the given 
profession and the subtleties of performance/potential elements of the 
occupational area. 


(5) While there appear to be convincing arguments that 
the panels should preferably be composed of supervisors or persomel 
closely associated with the disciplines of the employees being evaluated, 
experimentation might be instituted with selected Subgroups using pilot | 
"dual" panel evaluations by officers not associated with the discipline 
(i.e., without abandoning the current system within the Subgroup). We 
could then make comparisons of the resultant rankings and documentation 
of the rationale for their conclusions. The results of such pilot 
projects would provide insight into the validity of such approaches 
and a basis for further cmsicsrations of the issue. 


~ 


-b. Standardization of Panel Precepts, Criteria and Procedures 
Used in Compara 


(1) The time === available for the preparation of this 
paper was insufficient to ucercexe the depth of research and analysis 
essential to the development c= = conclusive staff position on the 
selection and definition of what policies, delegations of authority, 
evaluation criteria and procescres should be adopted or modified as 
the Agency standards for these ~ital concerns. There are, however, 
certain starting points where such indepth studies might begin. 
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(2) The current body of general Agency "uniform" policy 
guidelines -~- recently more precisely defined by the Director as regards 
uniform promotion standards -- was instituted in 1973-74 as deemed 
appropriate at that point in time when the Director was effecting his 
"new approaches" to personnel management. The purpose at that time was 
to get the Directorates started in a common (albeit with considerable 
flexibility) direction in the primary personnel programmatic areas. 


(3) It is evident today that the Career Services and 
Subgroups are well along in terms of their intemal implementation 
policies, precepts, criteria and established procedures relative to 
career and personnel management within each of the Directorates. The 
body of general Agency policy currently on the books which has served 
the designed purposes in the recent past could now stand refinement: 
and specificity appropriate today to achieve further selective standardi- 
zation and centralization on the one hand and the retention of sufficient 
flexibility for component management to exercise reasonable judgment in 
meeting their particular and mique responsibilities. 


(4) The elements of the personnel management system 
in any relatively large organization are multi-faceted and essentially 
interrelated. A change in concept or policy directed at one facet 
inevitably impacts on other elements of the system. The consequences 
of instituting segmented changes, therefore, must be fully anticipated. 
to make certain they will not adversely affect other elements-of the .. 
system and produce undesired effects. Upon indications that the personnel 
management system in general is not fully responsive to top management's 
concepts and determinations, the effectiveness of the organization as a 
whole or the needs of the work force, it is essential that the entire 
system be studied and evaluated as an integrated totality, as we did 
in 1973. In this way, changes can be instituted to accomplish the 
designated purposes and dysfimctional effects can be avoided. 


There are verious approaches to undertaking such 
an indepth study and the develornent of eo for changes in the 
Agency's personnel management system: 


Option I: sy the Office of Personnel assisted 
by operations-level representa=ives from each of the five Career Services. 


Option 2: Sy a task group, chaired by the Director 
of Personnel and composed or i destencied members from the Directorates, 
the Office of the DCI, and other appropriate resource persons. (This 
approach was used by institution in 1973 of the Personnel Approaches 


Study Group.) 
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Option 3: A contract with an extemal management 
consulting organization or an individual expert on personnel management 
systems. 


4. Recommendations: It is recommended that: 


a. Each Career Service establish a pilot project of two 
panels in each Directorate to conduct comparative evaluation and promotion 
rankings/reconmendations parallel with established "official" panels. 

The pilot project panels would be composed of personnel not associated 

with the organization or fimctions of the employee group being evaluated. 
The results of the pilot panel evaluations (e.g., comparison with official 
panels, analytical comments of the sitting members, et al.) would be used - 
for studies leading to a decision on the issue of the panel composition. 


b. An indepth study encompassing all major aspects of the 
Agency's total personnel management system be made with a particular 


focus on the substance and extent of umiformity of standards needed 
in Career Service personnel management operations. 


(Signed) FW. BL domay 
F. W. M. Janney 


Atts 


Recommendation 4a is: 


( ) APPROVED ( } DISAPPROVED 


Recommendation 4b is: 


( ) APPROVED } DISAPPROVED 
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Date 


Deputy Director of Central intetii gence 
Distribution: 
Orig - Return to D/Pers 
1 - DDCT 
1 - ER 
1 aa DDA 
1 - C/Review Staff/OP -7- 
2 ~ D/Pers (1 w/held) 
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